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Abstract 
Feedback and assessment play an important role in teaching and learning of oral presentation skills. This study 
describes the implementation and evaluation of an innovative instruction that uses a Student Response System for 
peer assessment of oral presentations. 
A large number of oral presentations were assessed and students’ perceptions and learning progress concerning the 
particular instructional approach were investigated. Results show that the Student Response System was an effective 
way to produce feedback for presenters, assessors and educators. Results also revealed a very positive students’ 
attitude towards the instructional format. The learning effect concerning assessment was rather limited. Further 
research is needed to come to conclusive statements about the latter. 
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1. Problem statement 
Oral presentation skills are recognised as a central professional skill, but the learning and teaching of these skills 
have hardly been researched (e.g. Levasseur, Dean, & Pfaff, 2004). Recent developments stress the central role of 
students in their personal learning process (e.g. Zimmerman, 2000). The role students play, could help to resolve one 
of the problems in the development of oral presentation skills: it’s the time-consuming nature of assessment and 
feedback. The latter is generally accepted to guarantee a gradual increase in mastery of oral presentation skills. 
Practice, formative assessment and related feedback are critical in this context (Sadler, 1989).  
We firstly give some general remarks about who is to give and who is to receive feedback and the importance of 
student perceptions about alternative instructional formats. Feedback is in many cases provided by the faculty, but 
the potential of peer and self-assessment for generating feedback is clearly stressed in the literature (e.g. Falchikov, 
2005). All the parties involved can benefit from the formative feedback. The first goal of feedback is to give 
presenters information about their performance and about future actions to take in order to improve their oral 
presentation skills (Nicol & Milligan, 2006). The second goal is to enable assessors to compare the way they assess 
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with the approach of others and to become better assessors. The third goal of feedback is to get educators 
information about the learning process of presenters and assessors and to help them to become better educators 
(Hattie, 2009). It is obvious that the attainment of all these goals can cause cognitive overload in both students and 
educators. It is additionally important to take into account student perceptions since these mediate between teaching 
and learning outcomes (Lowyck, Elen, & Clarebout (2004). 
2. Purpose of study 
This paper centres on an innovative instructional approach that makes use of a ‘Student Response System’ (SRS) 
to implement peer assessment. An SRS allows a large group to respond to multiple choice questions displayed on a 
screen. Responses are entered with remote devices and instantly summarized and presented to the class in visual 
format (Kay & LeSage, 2009). Kay and LeSage report in their review of the literature benefits for the classroom, the 
learning process and the assessment process. In the present study, SRS is used to collect the scores by peers of oral 
presentations.  
The first goal was to help presenters, assessors and educators to attain the three goals of feedback described in the 
previous section. Another research question is related to the development of assessment skills: do students become 
better assessors by practicing? The last goal of this study was to investigate the students’ perceptions about the 
learning environment.  
3. Method 
Engineering students (n=95) used a previously developed rubric (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009) to assess the 
oral presentation of their peers (n=79). The rubric contains nine criteria (three content related criteria, five delivery 
related criteria and one overall criterion). Peers awarded nine scores to a total of 1105 oral presentations. This was 
done in six small groups and each presentation was assessed by an average of 12 peers. The management of this 
large number of scores (about 10.000) was made possible by a SRS, Turning Point. Students were asked to assess 
their own oral presentation skills immediately after the oral presentation and prior to their peers using the SRS to 
assess their presentation. The oral presentations were videotaped and a short fragment of each presenter was shown 
before assessment took place. The assessment scores on the nine criteria of the rubric were immediately summarized 
and pie charts were created for each assessee. This summary made it easy for presenters to compare the scores they 
received with scores received by other presenters and with their self-assessment scores. This approach made it also 
possible for assessors to compare the attributed scores with those attributed by the other assessors. Students were 
asked to write a short report in their portfolio about the assessment. The data generated by the SRS were stored on 
the university electronic learning system to help students to develop their personal report.  
As an indication for the progress made by assessors we compared the distribution of scores between the first and 
the last session. It is hypothesised that the distribution of scores (standard deviation) for one oral presentation is 
larger in the first as compared to the last session (independent t-test). The assumption is that participants in the last 
session know the criteria better through the short class discussions about assessment scores.   
The SRS was also used in the last session to collect answers on questions about students’ perceptions of their 
learning process, including their perceived difficulty of assessing peers. Most studies (e.g. Kenwright, 2009) report 
that students like to use a SRS, but thus far no studies could be traced using SRS in the context of peer assessment of 
oral presentations. Literature describing perceptions about peer assessment shows mixed results. Cheng and Warren 
(2005) for instance report that peers had low levels of comfort and confidence in their ability to assess peers.   
4. Analysis and Results 
The display and storage of the assessment data made it possible for students to reflect on their personal 
assessment scores and scoring, and their personal presentation performance. Presenters could easily detect strong 
and weak points in their presentation skills and this means they attained the first goal of feedback. The second 
feedback goal is about helping the assessors to become better assessors. Concerning this second goal, the SRS pie 
charts formed the start of short class discussions about the way the scores were attributed. The projected pie charts 
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made it very easy to compare assessment scores. The data of these first two assessment goals made it possible for 
the educator to achieve the third feedback goal and become a better educator.   
The research hypothesis that students become better assessors due to their assessment and presentation practice 
was only partially confirmed. The decrease in variance of the assessment results after practice was only significant 
for one of the nine criteria used, namely the quality of the conclusion (t= 3.71, df = 27, p = < .01).  
A survey indicated that students appreciate very much the SRS due to its immediate feedback nature. Students 
also hold a positive view about the learning potential of peer assessment (mean of answers on five questions is 4.4 
on a five point Likert scale). When asked from what aspect of the instruction they learned most, they put feedback at 
the first place, followed closely by the opportunity to deliver presentations and the feedback they could give to other 
students. Although students are very positive about learning by doing, they were less enthusiastic about 
incorporating a second presentation in the course. Results also showed that participants found content-related 
criteria more difficult to assess as compared to delivery related criteria. Lastly students appreciated the formative 
character of assessment and are unwilling to introduce summative assessment.  
5. Conclusions and Recommendations 
First we formulate some conclusions about the attainment of the three feedback goals through this alternative 
instruction format. Presenters used the feedback, generated by the SRS and stored on the electronic learning 
platform, in their portfolio. Assessors discussed about their assessment differences in a much more grounded and 
way by using the SRS charts. It was for the teacher much easier - with the SRS - to analyse weak points in oral 
presentation skills of students. This gave the opportunity to adjust lessons in the way Hattie (2009) promotes. A less 
positive element is that teachers indicate that creating the assessment slides is time-consuming. This was also 
reported by Kenwright (2009).   
The very positive students’ perceptions of the use of the SRS and peer assessment are good news, because 
students’ perceptions are important mediators between instruction and learning outcomes (Lowyck, et al., 2004). We 
can add that the pleasant atmosphere during the SRS classes contrasted with other cohorts where students gave 
feedback without the SRS and were clearly less motivated. This very positive attitude is in line with the findings in 
the literature (Kay & LeSage, 2009).  
The reported limited learning impact, due to the assessment process, needs further investigation. This is also the 
case for learning effects related to the actual presentation skills. Knowledge of stronger and weaker points seems not 
to be sufficient. It has to be clear to students what actions to take for the gap reduction and students also must have 
the opportunity to try it. This is about the feed-forward influence of feedback (Boud, 2007). It is possible that the 
duration of the instruction was too short to develop assessment skills and that the feed-forward aspect of feedback 
was not sufficiently stressed during the short class discussions.  
Because of the innovative character of the reported instruction, many questions remain and have to be resolved 
by further research. It is for instance possible that students overestimated their perceived benefits. To solve these 
problems future research has to compare SRS groups and non-SRS groups through experimental designs with pre 
and post tests (Morling, McAuliffe, Cohen, & DiLorenzo, 2008).  
     We can conclude that the use of a SRS is – thus far – a positive and efficient way to provide feedback to 
presenters, assessors and educators, but that many questions remain to be resolved. 
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